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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

The applicant has added claim 24. Claims 8, 9, 11, 13-15, 17, and 19-24 are currently 
pending. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/27/2009 with respect to the independent claims have been 
fiilly considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, and 19-24 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

The applicant's independent claims read on generic point-to-point architecture. Jannu 
discloses an identical point-to-point architecture. 

Col. 1, lines 38-49 of Jannu: 

If a middleware product is not used, a heterogeneous computer system would typically need to 
operate in a point-to-point mode, for example using message queuing as point-to-point. Under the point- 
to-point approach, illustrated in FIG. 1, if six separate and distinct applications 120, 122, 124, 126, 128, 
and 130 are to communicate, connections 101 115 must be made between every possible pair of 
systems. This type of configuration is undesirable for several reasons. First, the number of connections 
is large. The number of connections required in a system of n components is (n(2)-n)/2. For example, a 
six component system such as that in FIG. 1 requires (36-6 )/2 or 15 connections. 

Page 4, lines 17-25 of the applicant's disclosure: 

Depending on the design of the gateway to be implemented, these logical software gateways 
are then combined to form one overall system. In general, not all subnets are directly 
connected to one another, so that only selected connection pathways are to be provided with 
selected logical software gateways. If each subnet is to be connected to each other subnet, 
N*(N- 1)/2 logical software gateways are needed. Variable N is the number of subnets in the 
overall system. Thus, for three subnets, there will be three logical software gateways; for four 
subnets there will be six, and for five subnets there will be ten logical software gateways. It is 
of secondary importance whether these logical software gateways are located in one central 
gateway or in a plurality of point-to-point gateways. 
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Jannu and the applicant teach the same architecture defined by the same equation. Each 
connection in Jannu is modular. Jannu col. 1, lines 56-58 clearly states that only the adapters 
between affected pieces of equipment are replaced an not those adapters between existing 
equipment. Using software to implement the gateway is not a patentable distinction. The 
applicant's specification does not put the public into possession of any more information about 
implementing a gateway in software than what is disclosed in Jannu. Such a feature is an 
obvious design choice. The applicant did not invent the concept of using software instead of 
hardware to perform a task. 

The applicant is encouraged to implement the claim recommendations at the conclusion 
of this office action in order to overcome the prior art rejections. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 8, 9, 11, 13-15, 17, and 19-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claim 8 and its dependent claims 
are directed towards a device comprising a gateway unit and bus-specific receiving objects. The 
applicant's specification states that the gateway unit is a program (page 4, lines 28-29) and the 
specification does not provide any description of whether the bus-specific receiving objects are 
software or hardware elements so the term is interpreted as being broad enough to cover either. 
Claim 14 and its dependents are directed towards a device comprising a gateway unit including 
at least one modular logical gateway and bus-specific receiving object. The modular logical 
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gateway is explicitly disclosed as being software and the bus-specific receiving object covers 
software as explained with respect to claim 8. Because the devices in claims are 8, 9, 11, 13-15, 
17, and 19-24 are broad enough to cover software only implementations, they are treated as 
software per se. Software per se does not fit into any of the statutory categories of invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 24 recites the limitation "the modular gateway". The claim does not identify one 
particular modular gateway but instead on specifies that there is at least one modular gateway. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Interpretation 

The applicant's claims that the device is connecting subnets in a vehicle cannot be a 
patentable distinction for at least tow reasons. 

First, the applicant's specification does not provide any definition of what a vehicle 
comprises. According to its broadest definition a vehicle is "any means in or by which someone 
travels or something is carried or conveyed; a means of conveyance or transportation." 
According the definition of the term and the breadth of the applicant's disclosure, planet Earth 
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qualifies as a vehicle because it transports everything on the Earth around the Sun. All of the 
inventions used in the prior art rejections which follow in this Office Action occur on planet 
Earth and therefore satisfy the applicant's vehicle limitation. If the applicant had intended for the 
applicant's invention to be limited to a certain type of vehicle, then the applicant should have 
disclosed such. 

Second, as previously cited in prior Office actions, it is obvious to make any device 
portable or movable if the device does not produce any new or unexpected result when made 
portable or movable (MPEP section 2144.04(V)(A)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in pubhc use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of appUcation for patent in the United States. 

Claims 8, 9, 1 1, 13-15, 17, and 19-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent Number 5,630,101 to Sieffert. 

As to claim 8, Sieffert teaches a device for connecting subnets in a vehicle, comprising: a 
gateway unit configured to connect at least two subsystems, wherein the gateway unit (imaging 
system 10) is made of at least one modular software gateway (interface component 14), which 
routes messages between only two subnets in the vehicle (col. 6, lines 9-15); and bus-specific 
receiving objects (Interface Executive 28, tlie Interface Executive is disclosed as being 
implemented using object oriented functionality and tlierefore qualifies as "objects") 
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configured to one of (1) relay incoming messages to selected software gateways (col. 9, lines 50- 
54), and (2) monitor access to a particular bus, for each subnet, and wherein the bus-specific 
receiving objects are provided for each subnet (col. 9, lines 43-50). 

As to claim 9, Sieffert teaches the device as recited in claim 8, wherein at least three 
subnets are connected to the gateway unit, the gateway unit including a plurality of modular 
software gateways, each of the modular software gateways routing messages between only two 
subsystems (col. 6, lines 8-9, Sieffert supports a limitless number of pipelines). 

As to claim 11, Sieffert teaches the device as recited in claim 8, wherein the receiving 
objects include routing tables in which a treatment of incoming messages is configured (The 
applicant's specification does not provide a limiting definition of a "routing table". In col. 
9, lines 43-54, the Interface Executive clearly "treats" messages and therefore satisfies the 
claim language.). 

As to claim 13, Sieffert teaches the device as recited in claim 8, wherein the modular 
software gateway is configured to buffer incoming messages (The applicant does not provide a 
limiting definition of "buffering". See the recommended amendment following the 
rejections) and perform protocol-specific adaptations (col. 8, line 27-col. 9, line 40). 

As to claim 22, Sieffert teaches the device as recited in claim 8, wherein the bus-specific 
receiving objects are configured to relay incoming messages to selected software gateways, 
the bus-specific receiving objects being provided for each subnet (The Interface Executive 
relays for each subnet, See recommended claim amendments following the rejections), 
wherein at least three subnets are connected to the gateway unit, the gateway unit including a 
pliirality of modular software gateways, each of the modular software gateways routing 



Application/Control Number: 10/535,486 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2442 

messages between only two subsystems (See explanation of claim 9), wherein the receiving 
objects include routing tables in which a treatment of incoming messages is configured (See 
explanation of claim 11), and wherein the modular software gateway is configured to buffer 
incoming messages and perform protocol-specific adaptations (See explanation of claim 13). 

As to claim 23, it is rejected for the same reasoning as claims 8 and 22. 

As to claim 24, Sieffert teaches the device as recited in claim 11, wherein the modular 
software gateway expands gateways without changing the at least one modular software and the 
routing tables (col. 10, lines 4-27). 

As to claims 14, 15, 17, 19, 20 and 21, they are rejected for the same reasoning as claims 
8, 9, 1 1, 13, 22, and 23, respectively. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the inv ention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences bciwccii ihc subject matter sotight to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would ha\ c been obviotis at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 8, 9, 11, 13-15, 17, and 19-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Number 5,630,101 to Seiffert. 

Should the applicant not accept the Earth anticipating the claimed vehicle, the claimed 
vehicle would be obvious for the reasons explained prior in this office action. 
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Claims 8 and 14 are under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
number 7,152,094 to Jannu. 

Claims 8 and 14 are rejected as previously indicated in the last office action. Jannu does 
not explicitly state that the connections are implemented using software. Jannu does not specify 
either hardware or software. Clearly someone with ordinary skill would recognize that these 
connections could be implemented as software. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

In order to differentiate from the prior art of record it is recommended that the applicant 
do one of the following: 

Claim the buffering disclosed in the paragraph beginning on page 5, lines 29. Seiffert 
does not disclose buffering in the specific context disclosed by the applicant. 

Amend the claims to specify that there is an individual receiving object for each subnet. 
Seiffert reads on the receiving objects as broadly claimed but Seiffert does not teach an 
individual object for each subnet. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DOUGLAS B. BLAIR whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3893. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-5:30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saleh Najjar can be reached on (571) 272-4006. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Douglas B Blair/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2442 



